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the very best they can on their nomi-
nations.

There is always talk about energy
proficiency. Isn’t it funny they always
bring up ANWR? That seems to be the
button on the pin they are always con-
cerned about—ANWR. Madam Presi-
dent, this situation is one with which
we have to be very careful. Just last
week somebody with a rifle shot some
holes through a pipeline in Alaska, and
250,000 gallons of fuel spilled before
they could stop the leakage. That was
just one man. I do not know if he was
target practicing or shooting at car-
ibou. I do not know what he was doing,
but with a rifle he put holes through
that pipe.

The energy situation is very com-
plicated. The majority leader has indi-
cated time and time again he is aware
of that and wants to work on this. I
wish the minority would let the legis-
lation that is important pass. We need
to do something about airport security.
We need to do something about ter-
rorism. We need to do something about
many other things that they will not
let us get to. We are in the majority
now. The majority leader has the right
and the ability to set the agenda for
this Senate.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. THOMAS. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. REID. I will be happy to yield for
a question.

Mr. THOMAS. The idea of being able
to object is not a brand new idea. It
was exercised by you when you were in
the minority; isn’t that true?

Mr. REID. I am sorry, I could not
hear the Senator.

Mr. THOMAS. The idea that we in
the minority ought to be involved is
something we learned from you when
you were in the minority. So it is not
a brand new idea. When the majority
brings bills forward, they need to work
with everyone here so we can pass
something.

I am just surprised at what the Sen-
ator said, that this is a brand new idea.

Mr. REID. I do not recall, I say to my
friend from Wyoming, talking about a
brand new idea. I was in the minority
for a number of years in my present po-
sition and worked very closely with
Senator LOTT in moving legislation. I
worked very hard in moving legisla-
tion, and we did not hold up legislation
based on judges. We did not do that. We
felt we were treated unfairly. I think
the last administration certainly did
not get the judges who were in the
pipeline who should have been con-
firmed. But we said early on this is not
payback time; we are going to move
them as quickly as we can, and we
have. We have moved out scores of
nominations that President Bush felt
he needed. We moved scores.

Somebody on the side of the Senator
from Wyoming—I do not know who it
is; even if I did, I would not announce
it here—believes we are not moving
enough judges through.

I say to my friend from Wyoming, we
did not do that. We did not hold up leg-
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islation based upon judges. On a com-
parative basis, we had a right to do so,
but I felt, and Senator DASCHLE felt as
minority leader, that we had an obliga-
tion to move legislation.

We worked extremely hard to move
appropriations bills. We worked ex-
tremely hard to move legislation that
the majority then felt was important.
We had very little downtime as a result
of objections from our side. We made
sure there were not even long periods
of time when there were quorum calls.

I say to my friend, I did not use the
term it was a new idea. I am just say-
ing what is happening is unfair. We
have been trying to move to this legis-
lation dealing with airport security for
more than a week, and we are a long
ways from being able to do it now if
colleagues make us jump through all
the hoops.

Mr. THOMAS. I understand that. I
agree with the Senator that we need to
move forward. Another point. When
there are bills with a special purpose,
such as airport security, and provisions
are added that have nothing to do with
it, when you are in the minority, you
have to have some opportunity to par-
ticipate in the decision. I say to the
Senator from Nevada that it is the
leadership’s role to find some com-
promise so we can move forward. I
know the Senator has done that, and I
admire what the Senator is doing.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, I appre-
ciate his presence in the Chamber and
attempting to work with us. On airport
security, there are three problems that
can be resolved in a matter of a few
hours: No. 1, there are some who be-
lieve not only is airport security im-
portant but also that there be security
on our passenger trains.

There are also those who believe we
should protect workers who have been
displaced as a result of these terrible
acts on September 11. We should be
able to work our way through that. We
should bring these issues up, vote, and
g0 to something else.

I say to my friend from Wyoming, I
had a number of meetings yesterday
with Senator LOTT in the presence, of
course, of Senator DASCHLE, and he is
attempting to help us work through
some of this. I appreciate that very
much.

Maybe today we can do something on
terrorism. It would be helpful if we
could get that out of the way. There
are things about which I feel strongly.
I had a Republican in the House today
tell me: Did I hear you right when you
said you think the things we do in this
bill should not be sunsetted?

I said: You heard me right. If it is
good now, it will be good later.

They asked me if I believed, for ex-
ample, if there should be roving wire-
taps on terrorists. I said to a friend, a
Member of the House from Con-
necticut: Yes, I do. There are some
basic items in this antiterrorism legis-
lation we need to do, I say to my friend
from Wyoming. I hope we can work
that out before the day is through.

S10405

Mr. THOMAS. I hope so as well. One
other observation: We have these items
now that are of such high priority that
have to do with security, and I think
we need to be very watchful that we do
not find ourselves using security as a
vehicle for doing some things that have
very little attachment to security.

I thank the Senator for his response.

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska). The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I be allowed to
speak for up to 10 minutes as in morn-
ing business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ENERGY POLICY

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I speak
not only as part of the Republican
leadership in the Senate but as a mem-
ber of the Energy Committee, a com-
mittee on which I have served for the
11 years I have been in the Senate. Dur-
ing those 11 years, I have had the op-
portunity to serve under three Presi-
dents. For 8 of those years, I served
under a Democrat President. During
that time, he, I, his administration,
and certainly all Members, attempted
to shape a national energy policy for
our country that never really got ac-
complished. During that time, we con-
tinued to grow very rapidly as a na-
tion. We continued to consume up to a
25 to 3 percent increase in energy each
year, although our country was only
producing a 1% percent increase of
total need.

Of course, we know what happened as
a result of that timeframe over the last
82 years: We grew increasingly depend-
ent upon foreign sources of energy for
our existence, at least in oil. Our infra-
structure grew older, our transmission
lines and pipelines; our ability to gen-
erate electrical energy did not increase
very rapidly. But workers found the de-
mand of the new high-tech economy
even required greater abundances of
electricity and energy than we origi-
nally suspected.

It is why it became an issue in the
last presidential campaign and it is
why this President, George Bush, im-
mediately developed a national energy
task force to began to work on a na-
tional energy policy. They completed
their work and sent their information
to the Hill.

While that has been going on, the En-
ergy Committee, now chaired by Sen-
ator BINGAMAN, once chaired by Sen-
ator FRANK MURKOWSKI of Alaska, has
been working on a national energy pol-
icy. We have spent the last 3% to 4
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years in hearings, looking at all sides
of this issue. We clearly have a vision
as to what we need and what we need
to do. It is really not very difficult, al-
though it is politically contentious. We
need to produce more energy, in elec-
tricity and in gas and oil. We need to
put more research behind new tech-
nologies and continue to advance the
technologies for electronic cars and al-
ternative forms of electrical genera-
tion—wind and solar. We have invested
millions of dollars in those alter-
natives over the last couple of years.
We need to continue.

At the same time, there is no ques-
tion for the next 15 to 20 years we will
be increasingly dependent upon foreign
sources for oil—predominantly oil—ul-
timately the greatest form of energy
that moves the American economy,
whether it is the cars we drive, the
trucks that deliver the goods and serv-
ices to our communities, the trains
that run upon our tracks, the airplanes
that fly across our skies, or our ships
at sea, our aircraft carriers and the
planes that are now flying day and
night over Afghanistan. All of those
are driven by oil, by energy. When we
started this debate a decade or more
ago, we were around 50 percent depend-
ent upon foreign sources of that en-
ergy. Today we are at times over 60
percent dependent. We understand the
issue. We clearly understand the ur-
gency.

We awakened to that energy problem
last year when the lights went out in
California. We all said: My goodness,
why is that happening? What happened
that caused all of this—for elevators to
stop operating and traffic lights to stop
operating, for the economy of Cali-
fornia to nearly go in the tank as a re-
sult of not having the energy base they
needed to feed their growth and de-
mand? We knew they had launched a
policy some time back that was not al-
lowing them to produce. While it was a
wake-up call for California, it truly
was a wake-up call for our Nation.

As a result of that, this Senator’s ef-
fort, the committee’s effort, and the
President’s effort, the House moved an
energy bill and was able to pass a fairly
comprehensive new policy toward pro-
duction and infrastructure develop-
ment and the kind of refinement that a
new, dynamic energy policy for our
country needs. They did their work.
They got that work done before the
August recess.

We were working, and with credit to
Chairman BINGAMAN, although we had
the transfer of leadership in the Sen-
ate, he continued to work. He was
looking at a much broader bill to deal
with the issue of energy than the House
produced. We were working with him in
a very bipartisan manner. Sure, there
were differences of opinion. Yes, there
are several issues on which we clearly
disagree. But in the general sense, we
were moving toward a national energy
policy.

Along comes September 11. We all
know that day now; It is seared into
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our minds, our world stopped for a time
and thousands of Americans lost their
lives. We began to rethink who we were
and what we were all about as a coun-
try. Up until that time Americans, if
they were polled, said that, yes, a na-
tional energy policy was necessary be-
cause it meant the strength of our
economy and the growth of our econ-
omy and it meant that future genera-
tions would have an opportunity to
have a supply of energy. But about
third or fourth on that list of reasons
for a national energy policy was na-
tional security. It did not register but
third on some polls, or fourth.

September 11—the world changes; the
American mindset changes. All of a
sudden, by nearly a 60 percentile poll-
ing factor, energy and energy policy
and energy supply for our country—re-
liable, abundant, stable—became the
No. 1 issue. National security, national
security, national security.

Why, then, do I read in a press re-
lease from Chairman BINGAMAN yester-
day that the majority leader of the
Senate has directed the chairman of
the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee to suspend any further
markup on energy legislation for this
session of Congress?

What? A No. 1 national energy pol-
icy, being now a No. 1 national security
policy in our country, and the leader of
the Senate is saying stop, don’t go for-
ward? The House has done its work, but
the Senate cannot do its work?

He says he wants to write his own
bill. OK. I have been involved with this
issue for a long time. I know why he
wants to write his own bill. I under-
stand the politics of the issue. I under-
stand the other side lost a component
of the battle on September 11. Actu-
ally, they had lost it much before then.
They lost it when the House voted to
include oil exploration in the Alaskan
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in Au-
gust. They were not willing to admit it
at that time. They thought they still
had the votes, but the House had al-
ready made that decision because
America was sensing a need for a
broader national energy policy.

But on September 11 that issue was
gone. When it says down here that Sen-
ator BINGAMAN went on to say, ‘‘the
Senate leadership sincerely wants to
avoid quarrelsome, divisive votes in
the committee,”” what the chairman is
saying is he can’t control his own peo-
ple anymore in the committee because
September 11 convinced them that we
have to have a national energy policy
because national security and energy is
paramount.

So he went to his leader and said:
Leader DASCHLE, I can’t give you the
energy bill that I thought I could. I
have lost the votes on a couple of key
issues and you won’t like what comes
to the floor.

Some on the other side are saying if
you bring that kind of a bill to the
floor, we will filibuster, we won’t let it
pass, and we don’t want to see that
kind of partisanship on the floor post-
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September 11. So they are stopping any
effort to develop a national energy pol-
icy and to allow the Senate to address
the issue.

I come to the Chamber today because
this is not only a distressing press re-
lease from the chairman of the Energy
Committee, I am amazed the majority
leader has pulled that authority away
from the authorizing committee chair-
man who has, over the last good num-
ber of years, truly become an expert in
the energy issue. He and I do not al-
ways agree, but we think it is the re-
sponsibility of that committee to
produce a bill, not for the majority
leader to go into his back office and
write a bill that is politically correct
for his side of the aisle.

Is that—will that be—could that be a
comprehensive national energy policy?
I don’t think so. But let’s say it could
be.

I ask unanimous consent for no more
than 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRAIG. I am going to give the
majority leader the benefit of the
doubt at this moment—because I
should. I am going to say to the major-
ity leader at this moment: OK, if that
is your decision—and I understand the
timing here; I understand we are in the
last month to a month and a half of
this session of Congress and that na-
tional energy policy is truly a national
security issue and all Americans now
believe that. All the polls show that. It
is something the House has dealt with
and we should deal with. So I say to
Leader ToM DASCHLE at this moment:
If you are going to craft an energy bill
in your office and bring it to the floor
as the prerogative of leadership, get on
with it. Do it now. Don’t tell us you are
going to do it and then wait 3 or 4 or 5
weeks, knowing that it cannot get done
and it cannot get conferenced with the
House. That way you have given your
people a vote, but you have not faced
the issue and you have not put a bill on
the President’s desk. That is not lead-
ership. That is politics.

The majority leader and the chair-
man of the full committee say they
want to avoid quarrelsome, divisive
votes. They don’t want to allow par-
tisan politics to come to the floor.

I suggest if he crafts a bill and brings
it to the floor, he avoids that. But if
this is a ploy, if this is simply rhetoric
to get the bug off their back—because
it is now squarely on the majority’s
back; they have canceled the com-
mittee from acting; the majority lead-
er has said: I'll do it. So if we do not
have a national energy policy for the
energy security and the national secu-
rity of this country by the close of
business of this first session of this
Congress, then it is ToM DASCHLE’S
fault.

I believe that is quite clear. I think
that is plain and I think that is simple
and I think he has said it just that way
when he has said that he will craft a
bill and bring it to the floor under the
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leadership prerogative. Comprehensive,
balanced energy legislation can be
added by the majority leader to the
Senate calendar for potential action
prior to adjournment: so speaketh the
leader of the U.S. Senate.

Mr. President, I am going to support
my leader. But I am going to insist, as
all other colleagues will, or at least
many will, that he act and that he act
in a timely fashion so it can be
conferenced with the House and put on
the President’s desk. It is an issue of
national security. It is every bit as
critical as an airport security bill—and
the ranking member of the Commerce
Committee is on the floor now trying
to get that bill up. It is every bit as im-
portant as an antiterrorist bill.

If we get into a greater warlike prob-
lem in the Middle East and our flow of
oil is cut off from the Arab nations,
from Irag—believe it or not—from Iran,
from which we are now getting oil, and
if we do not have a national energy pol-
icy that begins to move us toward a
higher degree of national energy inde-
pendence, then shame on us but, more
important, shame on the majority
leader of the Senate, who has chosen to
take away from the authorizing com-
mittee the authority to craft a bill and
bring it to the floor, if the majority
leader himself does not honor the com-
mitment he has now made to us, that
he will divine—define and maybe di-
vine—a balanced energy policy and
bring it to the floor for a vote. That is
an obligation that the Senate of the
United States should deal with before
we adjourn or before we recess this
first session of this Congress.

I recognize the importance of this
issue, as do many of our colleagues. 1
am phenomenally disappointed in the
form of leadership that says we cannot
let our committees work in this in-
stance because this is not something
new, as I said. We have been at the
business of trying to write a bill for 3%
years. We have held 25 or 30 hearings
on it. It is not a new issue, but it is a
timely, critical issue to our country. I
hope the statements of the majority
leader represent the clear intention of
bringing the bill to the floor within the
next several weeks, that we can deal
with it and move it off to conference
and have a national energy policy on
our President’s desk by close of busi-
ness.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, can you
tell me the parliamentary situation as
it exists presently?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is on the motion to proceed to S.
1447, under cloture.

Mr. McCAIN. How much time re-
mains on the 30 hours of postcloture
debate of which there has been none
that I have seen?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time
will expire at 4:57 this afternoon.

Mr. McCAIN. If there is no one on the
floor to engage in postcloture debate?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will put the question on the mo-
tion.

———————

AVIATION SECURITY

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, we are
now engaged in so-called postcloture
debate of 30 hours. I have not paid total
attention to what is going on on the
floor of the Senate, but clearly there
has been no debate on postcloture on
the Aviation Security Act. This is rap-
idly turning into a farce. We need to
act. We need to act on aviation secu-
rity. If there are differences of opinion,
such as those held by the Senator from
Idaho about federalization, let’s have
debates and votes.

If there is consideration of non-
germane amendments, then let’s have
those debated and voted on as well. The
chairman of the committee, Senator
HoLLINGS, and I have agreed to oppose
all nongermane amendments. But for
us to sit here for 30 hours in so-called
postcloture debate—yesterday there
was a near tragedy because of a de-
ranged individual who broke into a
cockpit of an airplane nearly causing
another catastrophe. Part of this legis-
lation, S. 1477, requires the Department
of Transportation to take steps to
strengthen cockpit doors.

There is another case in my own
home State where some individual ob-
viously smuggled in a weapon which
caused the shutdown of the Phoenix
airport for some 10 hours. The list goes
on.

I don’t agree with the statement that
was made by the administration that
there was a 100 percent chance of retal-
iation because of our military actions
in Afghanistan. I don’t agree with that
statement, although I will admit that I
don’t have the knowledge of the mem-
bers of the administration who made
that statement. But here we are now
going into our second week without ad-
dressing the issue of aviation security.

No, I don’t agree with the Senator
from Idaho that an energy bill is of the
same emergency as the Aviation Secu-
rity Act right now. No rational ob-
server that I know of would agree with
that statement. The fact is we need to
act. We don’t have to wait until 4:57
this afternoon. We should be debating,
amending, and passing this legislation
before we go out of session this week-
end. I am embarrassed that both sides
of the aisle for reasons less than na-
tional security are not agreeing to
take up and pass this legislation.

I don’t think the American people,
who have been very pleased with our
performance up until now, are very
pleased. In fact, they are very dis-
pleased with our failure to take up this
legislation in a normal parliamentary
fashion—debate, vote, and give the
American people what they don’t have
today; that is, the sense that a lot of
Americans don’t have today, that they
can get on an airliner with compara-
tive safety and security.

I urge my colleagues to stop what we
have been doing for the last 2 weeks,
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get on with moving this legislation,
and perform our duties for the Amer-
ican people, for the men and women
right now who are in harm’s way per-
forming their duties for the American
people. It seems to me it wouldn’t be a
great deal to ask us to move on this
legislation.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCAIN. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished majority whip.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, every time
I hear the Senator from Arizona speak-
ing, I think of pilots taking off from
aircraft carriers and taking off from
military bases around the country and,
as we know, special forces—I believe 1
know—certainly nothing confidential
has been told to me; I figured it out on
my own. We have special operations
people there doing all kinds of things.
It is extremely dangerous. There is no
one in the Senate who has more per-
sonal information about war than the
Senator from Arizona. I personally ap-
preciate, speaking for the people of the
State of Nevada, his passion for this
legislation.

There is no perfect legislation. The
legislation before us is imperfect. The
Senator from Arizona and Senator
HoLLINGS worked and came up with
what they thought could pass this Sen-
ate.

Will the Senator agree that this leg-
islation—mo matter how anyone feels
about it—should at least be able to get
consideration?

There was a motion to invoke cloture
which was filed 1 week ago. As I said
earlier today, we may disagree with
this legislation, but let’s get it here
and get it completed. The people of Ne-
vada and the people of the rest of this
country want this passed.

I say this to my friend from Arizona.
There are important things we should
do, but shouldn’t airport security be
one of them?

Mr. MCcCAIN. I think so. It is obvious.
I understand the day before yesterday
on Wall Street there was a meeting be-
tween the Speaker of the House, the
Democrat leader in the House, 20 busi-
ness and economic and labor leaders,
and Alan Greenspan. Their message
was, pass the aviation security bill so
confidence will be restored on the part
of the American people so we can have
an economic recovery. On other side of
the Capitol, they refuse to take up the
issue. On this side of the Capitol, for
nearly 2 weeks we have failed to have
one moment of debate on this issue,
and no amendment has been proposed.
I just find that, frankly, incomprehen-
sible.

I am not really renowned for my pa-
tience, but I believe I have shown a lot
of patience. I believe that Senator HOL-
LINGS, the distinguished chairman of
the committee, has also gone through
these machinations trying to work out
agreements. I must have had 100 meet-
ings on this issue. We had the idea of
taking up the antiterrorism bill first
and then moving to this legislation. We
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